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standing; claim that, because Probate Court lacked statutory (§ 45a-646) author-
ity to appoint conservator, all subsequent actions of Probate Court were void ab
mitio; claim that plaintiff had standing to bring certain claims that he alleged
arose subsequent to resolution of his bankruptcy proceedings.
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termination from job as commissary line worker constituted legitimate, nondis-
criminatory reason for denial of his application for employment in commissary;
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tion, rejected.
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Possession of narcotics with intent to sell; motion to suppress; whether trial court
properly denied defendant’s motion to suppress; whether trial court properly
concluded that search was lawful under exigent circumstances exception to war-
rant requirement; whether trial court properly concluded that search was justified
under emergency doctrine.
State v. Rivera (AC 42388) . . . . . . . . . e
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ment during closing argument; claim that evidence was insufficient to support
Sfinding that conduct giving rise to conviction occurred in public place for purposes
of § 53a-181 (a) (1).
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Sederal prohibition against double jeopardy.
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impropriety during direct examination and closing arguments; unpreserved
claim that there was insufficient evidence for jury to find beyond reasonable
doubt that victim was under ten years of age at time of first sexual assault to
support mandatory minimum sentence imposed by trial court pursuant to statute
(§ 53a-70).
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Statutory theft; whether trial court abused its discretion in applying continuing
course of conduct doctrine; whether trial court was within its discretion to deter-
mine that no party was prejudiced by lapse in pleading specific statute of limita-
tions or continuing course of conduct doctrine; claim that trial court improperly
concluded that continuing course of conduct doctrine tolled statute of limitations;
claim that trial court’s findings that plaintiff had no knowledge of defendant’s
actions and had not consented to or authorized them were clearly erroneous.



